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DETAILED ACTION 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application 
is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 10/24/2007 has been entered. 

This communication is responsive to Amendment, filed 10/29/2007. 
Claims 15, 19, 21-27, 35-39 arc pending in this application. In the Amendment, claims 
16-18, 20, and 28-34 were cancelled, and claims 15, 35, 36 and 39 were amended. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 15, 19, and 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. New subject matter: "storing in memory of the computer system a threshold 
for a scaling percentage" and "determining whether node data is displayed with a scaling 
percentage that is below the stored threshold for the scaling percentage" were not described in 
specification at the time the application was filed. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 15, 19, 21-27, and 35-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walker et al. ("Walker", U.S. Pat. No. 6,594,696), Garland (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,252,596) and Nolan (U.S. Pat. No. 5,754,873). 

Per claim 15, Walker teaches a method for generating a network diagram with nodes at 
different magnification levels comprising the steps of: 

displaying one or more nodes of a network diagram (fig. 2); 

determining whether a mouse pointer is positioned in a predefined region containing a 
node (col. 4, lines 48-55); 

determining whether node data is visible to a user (col. 4, lines 13-18). 
Although Walker teaches in response to a mouse pointer intersecting the predefined 
region, displaying more detail information of one or more of the nodes in a network diagram and 
in response to a mouse pointer leaving the predefined region, remove the detailed information 
from the display (fig. 6; steps 105-1 10), Walker does not specifically teach storing in memory of 
the computer system a threshold for a scaling percentage; in response to a mouse pointer 
intersecting the predefined region, determining whether node data is displayed with a scaling 
percentage that is below the stored threshold for the scaling percentage; when it is determined 
that the node data is displayed with a scaling percentage that is below the threshold, displaying 
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one or more of the nodes at an increased magnification level relative to other nodes in the 
network diagram; and in response to a mouse pointer leaving the predefined region, displaying 
the one or more nodes at a scaling percentage that is below the threshold. However, Noland 
teaches storing in memory of the computer system a threshold for a scaling factor, and 
determining whether node data is displayed with a scaling percentage that is below the stored 
threshold for the scaling factor (col. 2, lines 50-60; and col. 3, lines 15-20). Garland teaches in 
response to a mouse pointer intersecting the predefined region, determining whether node data is 
displayed with a scaling percentage that is below a threshold, when it is determined that the node 
data is displayed with a scaling percentage that is below the threshold, displaying one or more of 
the nodes at an increased magnification level relative to other nodes in the network diagram (fig. 
6; col. 8, lines 4-17; col. col. 9, line 53-col. 10, line 15); and in response to a mouse pointer 
leaving the predefined region, displaying the one or more nodes at a scaling percentage that is 
below the threshold (col. 8, lines 4-17; col. 10, lines 15-25). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the teaching of 
magnifying a predefined region as taught by Noland, and Garland in the invention of Walker in 
order to enhance visual profile of a selected object over the non-selected object in a graphical 
user interface. 

Per claim 19, Walker and Garland teach the method of Claim 15. Garland further teaches 
comprising determining whether a magnified node has been displayed for a predetermined length 
of time (fig. 6; time window; col. 9, lines 53-57). 
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Per claim 21, Walker and Garland teach the method of Claim 15. Walker further teaches 
wherein the predefined region comprises a drawing area containing a plurality of nodes (fig. 2; 
col. 4, lines 7-13). 

Per claim 22, Walker and Garland teach the method of Claim 15, wherein determining 
whether node data is displayed with a scaling percentage that is below a threshold (Garland, col. 
9, line 53-col. 10, line 15) further comprises determining whether the network diagram is being 
scaled for display (Walker, col. 4, lines 13-18). 

Per claim 23, Walker and Garland teach the method of Claim 15. Garland further teaches 
comprising determining whether the mouse pointer has been positioned in the predefined 
region containing the node for a predetermined period of time (col. 9, line 53-col. 10, line 15). 

Claims 24-27 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 15, 23, 22, 19 respectively. 

Claim 35 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1 . In addition, Garland further 
teaches the network diagram being displayed in ID-only mode (col. 4, lines 20-24; col. 5, lines 5- 
10). 

Per claim 36, Walker and Garland teaches the computer-readable medium of claim 35. 
Garland further teaches wherein the threshold set for scaling percentage factor is based on 
whether text of the task data is comprehensible (col. 10, lines 3-15). 

Per claim 37, Walker and Garland teaches the computer-readable medium of claim 35. 
Garland further teaches wherein text of the task data is comprehensible when the node and task 
data is displayed with the increased magnification (col. 10, lines 3-15). 

Per claim 38, Walker and Garland teaches the computer-readable medium of claim 35. 
Garland further teaches when the mouse pointer is no longer hovering over the node, displaying 
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the node and the task data of the node at the original scaling factor (col. 8, lines 4-17; and col. 
10, lines 15-27). 

Per claim 39, Walker and Garland teaches the computer-readable medium of claim 35. 
Garland further teaches wherein the node and task data are not displayed with the increased 
magnification when a node popup feature is not selected (col. 8, lines 4-17; and col. 10, lines 15- 
27). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the amendment have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Inquiries 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to THANH T. VU whose telephone number is (571)272-4073. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon- Fri 7:00 AM - 3:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Thanh T. Vu/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2174 



